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IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 03-30950
Summary Cal endar

VYRON L BROVWN,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

Cl TY OF SHREVEPCRT; COVMUNI TY DEVELOPMENT, on behal f of
Nei ghbor hood Revitalization Program on behalf of Energency
Recovery Program on behalf of Permts Departnent, on behal f of
Pai nt Your Heart Qut; UNKNOWN EMPLOYEES; RON ADAMS; EVA PHI LLI PS;
MARCI A NELSON; J C MARSHALL; KEI TH H GHTONER;, TERRI SCOTT
ANDERSON, RAMON LAFI TTE; LILLI AN PRI EST

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 01-CVv-2415

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVIS, and PRADO Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Vyron Brown appeals the district court’s order granting
summary judgnent to the Gty of Shreveport and ot her defendants,
di smissing Brown’s 8§ 1981 and § 1983 racial discrimnation clains

W th prejudice.

Pursuant to 5THGOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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We review de novo the district court’s order granting
sunmary judgnent.! We will affirma summary judgnent only when
there is no genuine issue of material fact.? But “if the
nonnmovant fails to establish facts in support of an essenti al
el ement of his prima facie claim summary judgnent is
appropriate.”?

Brown has failed to establish facts in support of multiple
el ements of his § 1981 and 8 1983 clainms. First, Brown provides
no evidence that the relevant state actors had policy-nmaki ng
authority such that their discretionary decisions could
constitute an official nmunicipal policy. Second Brown provides
no evi dence of w despread and persistent discrimnation that
could constitute a customfairly representing an official policy.
Third, Brown provides no evidence of purposeful discrimnation to
support his § 1981 claim* Finally, Brown provides no evidence
that he was treated | ess favorably than simlarly-situated people
outside the protected class. Gven these failings, summary

j udgment was appropriate.?®

! Holtzcl aw v. DSC Conmuni cati ons Corp., 255 F.3d 254, 257-58
(5th Gr. 2001).

2 Fep. R Qv. P. 56(c).
8 Holtzclaw, 255 F.3d at 257-58.

4 General Bldg. Contractors Ass'n, Inc. v. Pennsylvania, 458
U S. 375, 391 (1982).

> Webster v. Houston, 735 F.2d 838, 841 (5th Cir. 1984) (en
banc); Bennett v. Slidell, 728 F.2d 762, 767 (5th Gr. 1984).
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